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Collection development is an important aspect of archival theory and work; however, few 
studies have looked at collection development in practice.  It has also been suggested that 
collection development policies and plans can help to limit competition by including 
discussions of collaborative agreements.  This paper describes a study of online archival 
collection development policies to determine what these documents contain and whether 
or not collaboration and competition are discussed.  This study searched the websites of 
334 repositories’ to identify online collection development policies.  Available policies 
were then coded using the 26 elements defined in Faye Phillips’ 1984 guidelines for 
archival collection development policies.  Available discussions of collaboration within 
the policies were also coded.  The results suggest that repositories are using a variety of 
materials when writing policies and collaborative agreements in policies are the 
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Collection development is a concept established in the library world and adopted 
into the archival profession.  Traditionally, the earliest archival collection development 
policies were written knowing that quality records were scarce and competition fierce 
(Ericson, 1991-1992).  Policies were written with a “presumption of competition;” in 
other words, archivists were well aware that unique and influential collections were very 
limited and in order to get the best collections and make a name for their archive, they 
would have to be strong competitors (Ericson, 1991-1992, p. 68).  The nature of archival 
collecting tended to be to amass as many of these influential collections as possible 
without regard to the archival profession as a whole, in order to bring prestige to the 
individual repository. 
The 1970’s and 1980’s saw the need to change this competitive way of thinking, 
tracts on the importance of archival collection development policies and the need to 
include discussions of collaboration in these policies were written (SAA Glossary, 2005).  
Because of advances in technology (the computer, printer, and copier) the number of 
collections available to archives increased, while the uniqueness of these collections 
decreased (Ericson, 1991-1992; Cox, 2002).  It also became apparent to leading archivists 
that the existing collecting trends (the collect-it-all mentality) were expending too many 
resources and were generally harmful to the profession (Endelman, 1987).  Archivists, 
accustomed to shortages in influential collections, were collecting too much.  Generally, 




repositories; instead they were collecting records without first determining their future 
informational or historical value (Cox, 2002).  This was partially due to the nature of 
collections and collecting prior to the information age in which we currently live 
(Ericson, 1991-92).  Collections and records tended to contain much less ‘stuff’ prior to 
the two World Wars; contemporary records tend to be much larger and more abundant 
than those collected before the twentieth and twenty-first centuries (Ericson, 1991-92).  
Proponents of collection development policies argue that archivists need to spend more 
time creating systematic policies focused on appraisal and selection (Ericson, 1991-1992, 
Cox, 2002, Endelman, 1987).   
The trend toward overzealous collection resulted in large backlogs of unprocessed 
and inaccessible collections of potentially useless materials.  Additionally, backlog 
collections are expensive; they take up valuable archival space and money, neither of 
which is typically abundant in archives.  This collecting tendency is also dangerous 
because of the changing nature of material collected in the twenty-first century (Cox, 
2002).  While it was once feasible to purchase or accept a collection and then forget 
about it on a shelf, collections of today because of advances in technology tend to be 
much more volatile than those in the past.  For example, data saved on old media, such as 
floppy disks, if ignored long enough might be inaccessible because the technology used 
to create it is no longer available.  It is no longer possible to place these collections on a 
shelf and forget about them for many years; the technology to read some of the items 
contained in the collections changes or degrades so quickly that the collections need to be 
addressed at the time of accessioning or very shortly thereafter.  The needs of these new 




earlier than they traditionally have (Cox, 2002).  This means thinking proactively rather 
than reactively and making decisions about what will be accepted into an archive long 
before the items come into the repository through donors or private collectors (Cox, 
2002).  
One of the main goals of collection development policies in archives is to focus a 
repository’s acquisitions and collecting on a limited scope rather than a broad ‘collect as 
much as possible’ mentality.  The scope of the collection can fall into several categories 
but is usually defined by a creator, subject, location, or format (SAA Glossary, 2005).  
Other supporters (namely Phillips, 1984; Reed-Scott, 1984) of collection development 
policies for archives argue that policies can also limit competition among archives and 
encourage cooperation and collaboration.  They believe this is accomplished through 
clearly defined collections for each archive; this creates a web of knowledge about each 
archives’ collection priorities.  The argument follows that written, accessible collection 
development policies gives archivists knowledge about what other archives are collecting 
and gives archivists the ability to suggest donors take collections elsewhere if they do not 
fit into their repository; thus, reducing the fear of record destruction by donors because 
they cannot find a repository to take them (Ericson, 1991-1992).  Ericson (1991-1992) 
also argues that cooperation and collaboration between  archives and other similar 
institutions, such as museums and libraries could also help reduce duplication of 
information; limiting the amount of resources spent on similar items, as well as the 
overall workload.  Ericson (1991-1992, p. 76) argues that these collaboration goals 
should be present in collection development policies in order to “fill gaps and avoid 




informational value, but which are out of scope topically or geographically, end up in 
more appropriate repositories.” 
The literature suggests that written and accessible archival collection policies will 
help limit competition among archives but studies are needed to better understand this 
assertion (Phillips, 1984; Reed-Scott, 1984).  Despite the intended benefits of collection 
development policies for archives, studies in the last decade have indicated that archivists 
have typically been slow to implement these plans (Sauer, 2001; Marshall, 2001).  Most 
studies have simply explored the presence of collection development policies in archives 
and on the archives’ websites and these policies’ basic content to see if repositories are 
following suggested plans for developing policies (Sauer, 2001; Marshall, 2001).  Are 
competition and collaboration really a concern voiced in the collection development 
policies of archives?  In other words, do archivists include plans to encourage 
collaboration and discourage competition in their collection development policies as the 
literature promotes (Phillips, 1984; Reed-Scott, 1984; Endelman, 1987)?  Or is limited 
competition and improved collaboration simply an ideal presented in the early literature 
of archival collection development policy planning?  Finally, are these policies readily 
accessible, such as on archive’s websites, to possible donors or interested archivists?   
Literature Review 
This literature review will discuss both the influential founding articles (Phillips, 
1984; Reed-Scott, 1984; Endelman, 1987) encouraging the creation of collection 
development policies and more recent articles and studies (Sauer, 2001; Marshall, 2001; 
Hyry et al., 2002; Boles, 1994) describing how these founding concepts are used in the 




facets of collection development policies (Cox, 2002; Ericson 1991-92; Marshall, 2001) 
and how these aspects might limit collecting policies in archives.  The review will discuss 
both conceptual articles about the importance, limits, advantages and disadvantages of 
collection development as well as empirical studies which demonstrate the practicality 
and issues of collection development implementation.   
In the 1980s and 90s several influential publications regarding collection 
development in archives appeared, suggesting that collection development was a hot 
topic for archives in this  era.  However, literature regarding collection development 
policies in archives has declined since the 80s and 90s.  The earlier literature discusses 
the necessity of planning and creating such policies, while the more recent literature 
includes studies on the validity and presence of these policies in archives as well as a call 
for additional studies on the content of these policies and their usefulness.   
 Anticipated Benefits of Collection Development Policies for Archives 
 The literature tends to agree on the benefits of collection development policies for 
archives and archivists.  Arguably the pivotal article influencing collection development 
policies in archives appeared in 1984 by Faye Phillips.  Phillips, among other things, 
created a guideline based loosely on those of the American Library Association (ALA) 
created in 1976 of what should appear in collection development policies for archives.  
Phillips adapts the suggestions of ALA for the archival setting and argues the advantages 
and necessity of adopting policies for archives; Phillips also presents the most detailed 
model available for archival collection development policies (Marshall, 2002, p. 244).  
The author defines nine sections for the written policy, shown below in Table 1. Phillips’ 




objectives and plans of the organization; 2. Be consistent; 3. Be flexible; 4. Be 
distinguished from rules and procedures; and 5. Be written (Phillips, 1984, p. 38-39). 
Table 1: Identifies and describes the categories and subcategories that are part of a extensive 
collection development policy, according to Faye Phillips (1984) 
Collection development policies, according to Phillips should include the following 
categories and subcategories: 
 Statement of purpose of the institution and/or collection:  
The Statement of Purpose defines the mission of the organization, the reason it 
was established.  It should agree with the state purpose of the parent organization 
or institution.  This section should identify the planned programs of the institution 
that collections will support. 
Types of programs supported by the collection:  
This section should define the programs the organization will support, including 
research, exhibits, outreach, publications, and other. These programs are closely 
related to the clientele supported by the collection. 
Research: The level of research supported by the collections should be 
identified in the collection development policy.  The extent of available 
research material should also be identified. 
Exhibits: Organizations should identify that exhibits will be part of their 
organization and that the collecting priorities of the institution will be 
dependent on this goal.  It is important to note that exhibits are available 
for patrons and donors. 
Outreach: Outreach includes community programs aimed at bringing 
patrons into the archive and using the materials; outreach is a way of 
advertising the collections.  Again patrons and donors need to be aware 
that the collections will be part of outreach programs. 
Publications: The types of publications that will be part of the 
organization should be identified and how the collections can be used or 
will be used in publications is important as well.  In addition, legal 
implications of publications should be identified. 
Other: Other activities should also be identified, such as grants. 
Clientele served by the collection:  
Programs should be geared to the intended audience or clientele of the 
organization.  The identified clientele can include scholars, graduate students, 
undergraduate students, and the general public.  The types of users that fall into 
each group should be identified.  The repository should also identify which 
researchers will not be permitted to use the materials. 
Priorities and limitations of the collection:  
The priorities and limitations of the collection should be identified by several 
subcategories: present strengths, present collecting level, present weaknesses, 
desired collecting level, geographical areas, chronological periods, subject areas, 
languages, forms, and exclusions. 




What are the advantages of the current collection?  Should indicate the 
quantity of certain subject fields and areas. 
Present Collecting Level: Are the current collections being collected 
exhaustively or comprehensively or minimally?  What is currently being 
collected and how extensively is this occurring?   
Present Weaknesses: Much like the present strengths of the collection it is 
important to identify where the collection is weakest.   
Desired Collecting Level: What is the desired collection level that will 
meet the needs of the institution?  How exhaustively do the collections 
need to be collected? 
Geographical Areas: Is the collection only limited to a specific location 
area? 
Chronological Periods: Is there a specific time period in the collections’ 
focus?  What are those time periods? 
Subject Areas: The thematic focus or scope of the collection. 
Languages: This area should identify the different languages collected. 
Forms: Identify the format that will be collected and those that will not, 
such as manuscript material or audio-visual material. 
Exclusions: What will not be collected by the institution?  Things that will 
not be actively collected or accepted should be identified. 
Cooperative agreements:  
Cooperative agreements should identify where overlap with other institutions 
might occur and potential solutions for this overlap.  Can include an agreement to 
work with other institutions when multiple organizations are interested in the 
same materials or agreeing to recommend other repositories when items do not fit. 
Statement of resource sharing policy:  
Programs to share materials should be identified in the collection development 
policies.  These programs benefit users who cannot travel to the repositories to 
use the materials.  Can include duplication of resources through photo-copies or 
microfilming.   
 Statement of deaccessioning policy:  
Should identify methods for deaccessioning or removing materials from the 
collection.  These policies should adhere to mission statements and gift 
agreements. 
Procedures affecting collecting policy:  
These procedures explain what the staff can and cannot do with materials, such as 
photocopy.  These are guidelines for following the policy. 
Procedures for monitoring the collection policy:  
A plan to monitor the collection policy should be included in the written policy.  
The policy should be periodically reviewed and reworked.   
 
From: Phillips, F. (1984). Developing collecting policies for manuscript collections. The American 
Archivist, 47, 30-42.  
Marshall, J. (2002) Toward common content: an analysis of online college and university collecting 




Marshall (2002) describes the potential benefits of creating a collection 
development policy: including limiting competition and encouraging collaboration and 
cooperation among archives; giving archivists an excuse for not accepting out of scope 
donations, in other words providing archivist with a written policy to politely refuse 
collections that simply do not fit in with the aims of the archive; creating avenues for 
deaccessioning and reappraisal of items that no longer fit into the scope of the archive; 
and encouraging better use of available and limited resources, such as time, staff, and 
money (Marshall, 2002).  The literature suggests that policies provide a systematic way 
for archivists to make decisions about potential collections.    
As discussed in the introduction, the changing face of archival collections was a 
common reason for the necessity of collection development policies and stricter selection 
and appraisal guidelines.  The literature cites the staggering growth of collections being 
donated to archival repositories (Cox, 2002; Ericson, 1991-1992).  The literature suggests 
that prior to the digital or information age collecting was much easier for archivists 
because a good collection was much more difficult to find and easily identifiable (Cox, 
2002; Ericson, 1991-92).  Developments in technology have created a deluge of 
information and authors suggest that archivists are finding it difficult to decide what to 
keep (Cox, 2002; Ericson, 1991-1992).  The literature implies that archives are becoming 
more diverse in their holdings and archivists are no longer subject specialists in only one 
area; they are now expected to know a little about everything (Cox, 2002).  Ericson 
(1991-1992) argues that the collections held in archives are drastically changing in size 
and content and modern collections are much larger than those traditionally accepted.  




information held in an archive.  At one time archival patrons were accustomed to the 
amount of time and effort it took to dig through collections to find the piece of 
information they needed; whereas, today’s users, due to the ease of the Internet for 
searching, tend to expect information much more quickly and are disappointed when 
archivists cannot deliver immediately (Cox, 2002).  Authors cite that there is also 
difference in what contemporary users expect; they want the information that they are 
requesting from archivists readily available and at their fingertips with less effort (Cox, 
2002).  These arguments are common in the literature about archival collection 
development as the need for these policies appeared around the time that archivists 
recognized the growth in number of collections, backlogs, and the size of incoming 
collections. 
 Hyry, Kaplan and Weideman (2002) provide an example of the issues faced by 
archivists lacking a defined collection development policy and the effort in creating these 
policies.  This case study describes the growing backlog of faculty papers at Yale 
University Library’s manuscripts and archives department.  The archivists recognized 
that they had no formal statement of the collecting scope in their repository; this meant 
that they were accepting more collections than they had the time or resources to process 
or catalog.  Archivists at Yale became frustrated with these issues, so they began the 
process of defining a collection scope by analyzing the unprocessed backlog of faculty 
papers and later the processed faculty collections to determine their subject areas and 
focus of their current collection.  The archivists, through a review of available literature, 
determined that the best guideline for writing a collection development policy at their 




guideline was established at MHS by reviewing the business records collected by the 
society and was then translated into a six-step process.  Hyry et al. (2002) describe how 
the six-step process worked at Yale University; it required the archivists to look closely at 
both what they currently held and what they wanted their collection to hold in order to 
determine their collecting goals.  They determined three areas of interest for faculty 
papers: research, teaching, and service to Yale.  Through this process, archivists 
determined that information duplication was a huge issue; therefore, they decided to limit 
their collecting scope significantly.  Their collection scope pursued only papers from 
faculty members influential both inside and outside of Yale University and accepted a 
very limited scope of papers from those faculty, such as correspondence.  This case study 
provides an insight into the difficult process of creating a collection development policy.  
It takes a great deal of time, research, and cooperation to determine what is important or 
necessary to collect.  Additionally, this example shows the systematic way in which these 
policies can be created (Hyry, et al., 2002). 
 Reed-Scott (1984) and Endelman (1987) also argued the benefits of not just 
collection development policies but also the larger ideas of collection management and 
collection analysis in archives and the interplay of these three concepts. Collection 
management is, “the systematic, planned, documented process of building, maintaining, 
and preserving collections” (Reed-Scott, 1984, p. 23).  An important part of collection 
management is creating a written collection development policy.  In a similar vein, 
collection analysis is viewed as an important first step in the creation of a collection 
development policy and an important part of collection management.  Collection analysis 




content and scope of their holdings.  Endelman (1987) describes the process taken by 
three Midwestern archives (Minnesota Historical Society, State Historical Society of 
Wisconsin and the Bentley Historical Library at the University of Michigan) between 
1980 and 1986.  Each of these repositories used a systematic approach to determine their 
holdings by applying a subject list to their collections.  Some described all the collections 
in their repository; others used sampling methods to create a representation of their 
collections.  The result of each of the studies was a creation of a collection development 
policy based on the scope of their collections found and a determination of which subject 
areas the archives would continue to collect.  The importance for both Endelman (1987) 
and Reed-Scott (1984) is the idea that collection development policies are an integral 
part—if not the most important first step (Sauer, 2001)—of the larger collecting goals in 
archives.    
Collaboration and cooperation are two important goals discussed by the 
proponents of written collection development policies in archives (Phillps, 1984; Reed-
Scott, 1984; Marshall, 2002; Sauer, 2001).  Phillips argued in 1984 that competition for 
collections among archives was an important concern and a reason for implementing 
policies.  The literature suggests that the presence of collection development policies 
gives archivists distinct, unique collecting goals as well as sections focusing on 
collaboration with nearby institutions (Phillips, 1984).  The goals of collaboration and 
cooperation are to limit the amount of duplication between archives and stretch the 
already strained resources further by having one repository share its collections with 
others and vice versa (Ericson, 1991-1992).  It also suggests that archivists need to be 




send donors to other archives if the collection does not fit into the collection scope of one 
archive (Sauer, 2001). The literature on archival collaboration recommends that archives 
agree to loan either the physical collections or surrogates of collections (such as 
microfilm or in today’s digital age, online digital surrogates as part of digital collections) 
to consortia institutions (Cox, 2002).  Ericson (1991-1992) also suggests extending this 
collaboration outside the archival profession to museums and libraries, arguing that the 
distinctions between these institutions are fuzzier now than they were in the past.  
Another form of collaborative collecting in archives is defined by Helen Samuels’ (1986) 
documentation strategy theory.  A documentation strategy is defined by Samuels as: “…a 
plan formulated to assure the documentation of an ongoing issue, activity, or geographic 
area (Samuels, 1986, p. 115)” and by the SAA as “An on-going, analytic, cooperative 
approach designed, promoted, and implemented by creators, administrators (including 
archivists), and users to ensure the archival retention of appropriate documentation in 
some are of human endeavor through the application of archival techniques, the creation 
of institutional archives and redefined acquisitions policies, and the development of 
sufficient resources (Malkmus, 2008, p. 386).”  Samuels argued that using documentation 
strategies and collaborating with multiple archives would take the stress off of a single 
archive to try and collect one area comprehensively, especially with the abundance of 
records available (Samuels, 1986).  While cooperative acquisition across archives to 
collect in one specific subject area was the main goal of documentation strategy it is also 
important that the individual archive should not lose focus of its own obligations and 
collecting priorities and goals (Samuels, 1986 and Malkmus, 2008).  Documentation 




certain that the goals of the institutions are still relevant.  Samuels’ article came out in 
1986 and by 1999 it was dismissed by the archival community as “impractical (Malkmus, 
2008, p. 384),” because it failed in many of the situations in which it was implemented.  
Malkmus (2008) argued that in most instances the reasons documentation strategy failed 
because it was being implemented in the wrong way at the wrong time, so Malkmus 
(2008) described how documentation strategies can work in today’s electronic 
environment.  The strategies need to be implemented in areas where the topic collected is 
narrowly focused, sustained by a large committed institution willing to financially and 
administratively support the plan, supported by advisors knowledgeable in the topic area, 
and have an effective outreach and public relations plan to market the strategy (Malkmus, 
2008, p. 385).  Malkmus (2008) argues that documentation strategies can work in a 
modified way in today’s electronic environment: “The potential role of “virtual archives” 
for specific topics is immense and is likely to grow as the online environment lessens the 
importance of bricks-and-mortar locations (Malkmus, 2008, p. 408).  The internet, 
according to Malkmus (2008), can provide a virtual environment where organizations can 
collaborate and collect electronic records.   
An example of how collaboration based on defined collection development 
polices has limited competition between two archives is found in Boles’s (1994) case 
study about the accession of controversial Klu Klux Klan materials by the Clarke 
Historical Library (CHL) at Central Michigan University.  The library’s collection 
development plan supported the purchase of these materials at auction because the items 
fell within geographical and topical areas of interest cited in their policy.  The CHL was 




assistance from the competing repository (the Bentley Historical Library) the CHL was 
able to find the funding to purchase the collection.  This was achieved through a face-to-
face meeting between the two libraries to discuss and compare the collecting policies of 
both archives to determine where the collection best fit (Boles, 1994).  More studies need 
to be done to determine if this was a unique situation or a regular occurrence between 
archives. 
Identified Disadvantages of Collection Development Policies: 
 While most of the literature tends to agree on the advantages and necessities of 
creating collection development policies in archives, there are some who suggest that 
these policies could have a negative effect on archival collecting (Ericson, 1991-92; Cox, 
2002; Marshall, 2002).  Some authors contend that archivists use collection development 
policies to ‘legitimize’ existing collections and collecting trends rather than narrow the 
focus for future collecting (Ericson, 1991-92; Cox, 2002; Marshall, 2002).  This contrasts 
with the stated goals of collection development policies to focus future collecting 
activities rather than simply support the collecting decisions of the past.  Collection 
development policies of this sort undermine the overarching goals of putting these 
policies into place.  Marshall (2002) suggests the need for studies concerning the creation 
of collection development policies as “rationales for past decisions” rather than future 
collecting goals.  In a similar vein both Cox (2002) and Ericson (1991-1992) argue that 
one of the reasons archivists neglect to create collecting policies is that it is simply easier 
to accept collections than to find reasons not to.  Literature suggests that it is easier to 
appease by accepting collections than to potentially offend donors and lose potential 




 Ericson (1991-1992) is also concerned with the ambiguity of many collection 
development policies, which simply state overarching objectives, such as a “commitment 
to documenting the lives of ‘ordinary people’ or the ‘common man’ (p. 71).”  Phrases 
such as these do not really define a direction for collecting goals and are unnecessarily 
broad to allow archivist to hide behind the existence of a collection development policy 
and claim collecting goals in name only.  Collecting policies such as these only serve to 
support the collecting addiction that Cox (2002) describes.  Vague policies support the “If 
I don’t collect it who will?” mentality and the trend to simply collect it all (Cox, 2002).  
Both of these authors are suggesting that the existence of a collection development policy 
is not enough; they need to have a clearly defined scope.   
 Studies have suggested that the biggest issue with collection development policies 
is the lack of guidelines for archivists interested in creating written policies (Marshall, 
2002).  There are guidelines available (Phillips, 1984; Endelman, 1987; Hyry, et al., 
2002) but they are not necessarily applicable in every repository.  Marshall (2002) 
perhaps argues this most clearly as the researchers in this study had a difficult time 
determining what constituted a collection development policy in the online setting.  In 
this study, the researchers preformed a content analysis of online collection development 
policies in archives and a first step in the process was clearly defining what they would 
count as a policy because those found online differed so much from archive to archive 
(Marshall, 2002).  They differed in length as well as content, which suggests there is little 





Another concern expressed by some, including Marshall (2002), was the loss or decline 
of serendipitous collecting because of written policies.  Serendipitous collecting is the 
idea of accepting collections as they come rather than actively pursuing collections of 
interest.  Marshall (2002) cites the State Historical Society of Wisconsin as an example of 
how this type of collecting can create a successful collection.  This repository, prior to 
having a formal written policy, was able to create a strong social action collection; 
Marshall (2002) has some concern that with a defined collection scope this influential 
collection would not exist.  Collection development policies however seek to limit the 
amount of collection done without thoughtful appraisal of the information contained in 
the records and papers (Cox, 2002).  This suggests that formal, written policies could 
actually harm the chances of interesting and new collections getting created 
serendipitously.  Marshall (2002) seems to be arguing that in some instances 
serendipitous collecting is acceptable as archivists cannot always be certain of the future 
collection goals or directions. 
Conclusions from the literature: 
 The literature suggests that there is some dissenting opinion on the importance 
and necessity of collection development policies.  To say that there are two distinct 
camps on collection development would be a stretch as there is some agreement about the 
possible advantages and disadvantages to archives writing formal collection development 
policies.  There is a general agreement that collection development policies focus and 
narrow collecting activities and remove the necessity for value judgment by the archivist 
(Marshall, 2002).  These policies create a systemized decision making process and look 




 A major concern with the literature surrounding collection development policies 
in archives is the lack of recent studies or written works.  As mentioned, the majority of 
resources on this topic were written in the 1980’s and 1990’s.  This lack of recent 
literature and research may be the result of more pressing concerns within the profession, 
such as preservation of new digital formats (electronic records, such as email), 
digitization of materials for online digital collections, or a shift in focus for user support, 
to name a few.  The creation of collection development policies takes time and effort 
away from other archival endeavors, which may be something archivists are unable or 
unwilling to do.  In other words, archivists may be too overwhelmed with the changing 
face of the archival profession and the types of materials coming into the repositories to 
write collection development policies or study those already in use.  However, as many 
authors (Cox, 2002; Ericson, 1991-1992) have suggested, the changing scope of archival 
materials necessitates the creation of these policies more so than records of a previous 
era.   
 The two studies (Marshall, 2002; Sauer, 2001) undertaken most recently are 
concerned first with the prevalence of collection development policies in archives; 
Marshall (2002) reports on a content analysis of policies found online, while Sauer 
(2001) describes a survey to determine the percentage of institutions with written 
policies.  The studies are fundamentally different in that Marshall does a content analysis 
of the actual policies, while Sauer surveys archival repositories and asks the archivists to 
respond to a series of questions about their reasons for having a collection development 




highlight some of the concerns expressed in the literature regarding collection 
development policies and suggest the need for more study.   
More research is needed concerning the content of collection development 
policies in archives.  The Marshall study takes a step in that direction by analyzing the 
content of available online collection development policies, but in 2002 there were very 
few policies available for online study.  After eight years and many advances in 
technology and the Internet, it is beneficial to see if the conclusions of this study are the 
same today.  Sauer (2001) focuses on how collection development policies are being used 
and if collaboration is occurring among archivists.  It might be beneficial to see if the 
number of collection development policies has increased or if collaboration between 
archives has increased due to the ease of Internet technologies and the trend towards 
digital collections in the last ten years.   
Further research is needed to determine if collection development policies include 
language that encourages collaboration and reduce competition between archives.  Are 
archives including sections about collaboration and cooperation in their collection 
development policies as Phillips (1984) and others (Ericson, 1991-1992) suggested?  
Perhaps combining the goals of the Marshall and Sauer studies might give some idea of 
the status of collection development policies and collaboration among archives.  All in 
all, collecting policies in archives, after years of discussion on how to best implement and 
the advantages of these policies, need to be studied more closely.  The current literature 
provides some guidelines for implementing policies as well as some suggestions of what 
to include in policies and the occasional case study describing how collection 




are studies to truly understand if collection development policies are doing what they 
propose: limiting competition, giving archivists a policy to refuse collections, creating 
deaccessioning guidelines, and encouraging better use of resources. 
Importance of Study 
 Collection development policies are consistently touted as important and 
necessary parts of archival planning but few studies have been conducted to determine 
their use in the archival setting.  Additionally, archival literature (Phillips, 1984; Reed-
Scott, 1984) encourages the inclusion of several key components in the written policies 
but only one recent study (Marshall, 2002) has ventured to study whether or not 
collection development policies actually adhere to this guidance.  If archival collection 
development policies are to be taken seriously and implemented at every institution more 
research is needed on what to include in these policies and how to make them consistent 
across repositories.  A part of studying the consistency between archival collection 
development policies is determining whether or not they contain discussions of 
collaboration and cooperation, which the literature suggests could help limit competition 
between archives (Ericson, 1991-1992; Phillips 1984; Sauer, 2001; Boles, 1994). 
Competition between archives is detrimental to both repositories and researchers 
(Sax, 1999).  Intense competition among archives can also be detrimental to the 
profession as a whole and it goes against the professional code of ethics which 
encourages cooperation and collaboration among repositories (SAA Council, 2005).  It 
has been argued that collection development policies can help to promote collaboration 
by encouraging awareness of other archives’ collection policies and thus knowing where 




Those most interested in this type of research would be archivists and curators 
who make decisions about collection development policies.  Archivist interested in 
writing or even rewriting a collection development policy could use this research to 
determine the use of including discussions of collaboration and competition in their 
policies.  This research might also be interesting for archivists interested in creating 
collaboration activities or consortia with nearby archives and would not think to first look 
at collection development policies to determine which archives would be most 
compatible.  This study could influence improvements in existing collection development 
policies as well as the creation of new polices for those institutions that do not have their 
own.  This study might also be of interest to potential donors.  It could help donors when 
making a decision on where to donate their collections, making them aware of collecting 
trends of archives and encouraging them to read collection development policies or goals 
of an archive before donating.  Generally, it is hoped that this study will bring awareness 
to collecting development policies in archives.  
This study will also contribute to empirical archival research, which is currently 
limited.  The archival literature currently contains mostly theoretical and opinion articles 
and papers.  To add to the literature in this field, it is necessary to increase the amount of 
empirical work in the profession as much can be learned from this type of research.  This 
study will also contribute to research on collection development policies in general, 
which is also limited.  There is little empirical study done on collection development 
policies in either the library or archival setting.  An argument made by Corrigan (2005), 
supports this claim; he states that, “direct discussion of collection policies has been 




research is needed into the content and influence of collection development policies in 
both libraries and archives.  This study takes a small step in that direction. 
Methodology 
Method Description 
Content analysis is defined as, “a research technique for making replicable and 
valid inferences of texts (or other meaningful matter) to the contexts of their use 
(Krippendorf, 2004, p. 18).”  While, content analysis has traditionally used quantitative 
methods, qualitative methods are becoming more popular (Zhang and Wildemuth, 2009).  
Qualitative content analysis has been defined in many different ways and its validity has 
also been challenged (Krippendorf, 2004).  Others (Zhang and Wildemuth, 2009; 
Schilling, 2006; Mayring, 2000) have spent time arguing the definitions, advantages, and 
strengths of qualitative content analysis.  Mayring (2000) defines qualitative content 
analysis, as “an approach of empirical, methodological controlled analysis of texts within 
their context of communication, following content analytical rules and step by step 
models, without rash quantification (Mayring, 2000, p. 2).”  The goal of qualitative 
content analysis is to identifying larger, overarching themes and meanings found within 
text (Zhang and Wildemuth, 2009).  Quantitative content analysis has traditionally been 
used to study manifest content in mass communication; while, qualitative content 
analysis was developed in the areas of anthropology, qualitative sociology, and 
psychology as a way to determine the meaning of content (Zhang and Wildemuth, 2009).  
This hints at the main difference between qualitative and quantitative content analysis, 
which is the focus on the meaning of texts or their themes versus a more quantifiable 





 Content analysis is an appropriate way to study how collection development 
policies might limit competition and encourage collaboration because it requires close 
work with the actual documents rather than a reliance on interpretations from the 
document creators (the archivists).  Interviewing archivists about their collection 
development policies would not really show what is contained in the policies, it would 
simply be an interpretation of policy content by archivists.  Archivists could downplay 
any occurrences of competition and maybe exaggerate examples of collaboration in their 
repositories in an interview or survey. After all, what archivist would admit to being 
overtly competitive for even the most unique collections?  Content analysis of collection 
development policies allows a less biased study of the intention and values of archivists 
towards collaboration and competition.  This method removes human interpretation of 
and response to questions presented in either verbal or written form and allows the 
researcher to really work with the documents of interest. 
Study Population and Sampling Technique 
The population of all archives in the United States may never be completely 
known, because archives close and open or merge with other institutions (they are not 
permanent fixtures), making it difficult to keep track of existing archives at any given 
time.  Additionally, archives can be hard to define, as many institutions have archival 
material but are not considered archives or do not have specific archives departments, 
others are part of larger institutions and difficult to identify.  The National Archives and 
Records Administration of the United States (NARA) has attempted to create a directory 




directory exists at NARA and a printed format was released in 1988.  Other directories of 
archival repositories exist as well, such as the Directory of genealogical and historical 
libraries, archives and collections in the US and Canada from 2002 and the online listing 
of Repositories of Primary Sources compiled by Terry Abraham at the University of 
Idaho (available at http://uidaho.edu/special-collections/Other.Repositories.html).  
Specialized archives, such as business archives, also have directories of their own but are 
limited to only those types, and do not include more generalized archival repositories.  
Online directories, such as the one cited above, are good resources as well but dead 
hyperlinks and issues of editorship are problematic.  The professional organization of 
archives in the United States, the Society of American Archivists, also does not have its 
own directory of archival repositories in the United States. 
For this study the sample population was chosen from Terry Abraham’s 
Repositories of Primary Sources.  This online resource lists more than 5000 websites for 
repositories with archival resources, including University Archives and Special 
Collections, State Archives, Historical Societies, and museum websites.  Repositories 
throughout the world are represented on this website but only United States repositories 
were used in this study.  This online listing was chosen because it was endorsed by the 
Society of American Archivists, mentioned in an American Research Libraries 
publication and on National Union Catalog of Manuscript Collections (NUCMC) 
website.  One of the greatest advantages to this online listing was the inclusion of links to 
the many different repositories’ websites, which meant direct links to the websites rather 
than searching for the sites through a search engine.  Finally, the site was noted as last 




copied and pasted into an excel spreadsheet.  Because the online listing organized the 
repositories by state, a sort was done to organize the repositories alphabetically.  All the 
repositories were assigned a number from 1 to 2531.   
Because the population of this study is so large and the time provided to actually 
complete the study so limited, a sample of the study population was taken.  In order to 
choose an appropriate sample size a sample size calculator from Creative Research 
Systems was used (available online at http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm#one).  
This sample size calculator is intended for survey research.  While this study is not a 
survey and is not reporting findings in terms of statistical singificant, this calculator was 
useful for providing a reasonable estimate of the appropriate sample size from  the study 
population.  Using this calculator, setting the confidence level at 95% and a confidence 
interval at 5, the sample size appropriate for this study would be 334.  As mentioned 
above, each repository was assigned a number from 1 to 2531 and then a random number 
generator was used (available online at http://www.randomizer.org/form.htm) to choose 
the repositories sampled.   
Next the 334 repositories were identified on the excel spreadsheet and looked at 
the repositories’ websites to determine whether or not collection development policies 
were available.  Some of the links were dead on the Terry Abraham’s Repositories of 
Primary Sources; in those cases, instead of ignoring the repositories completely, a search 
engine was used to find the repositories’ website.  For each repository the type of 
repository, such as University or College, historical society or state archive (please see 
Table 4 for listing of repository types and their definitions) and state was identified.  The 




completely identifying all 334 repositories the repository type was checked a second 
time. 
Data Collection 
When looking at the repositories’ websites it was somewhat difficult to determine 
what constituted a collection development policy because they appeared in different 
formats and with different names.  Criteria were established to determine what was 
considered a collection development policy for this study.  In many instances this study 
was more lenient on what was counted as a policy than studies in the past have been 
(Marshall, 2002).  The most obvious and important criterion for qualifying a document as 
a collection development policy was the name.  Phrases and titles that were clear 
instances of  collection development policies were, collections policy, collecting policy, 
collection development policy, accession policy, collection development plan, acquisition 
policy, appraisal policy and collection management policy.  Other policies with different 
titles and names were also counted as data because they had clear discussions of 
collecting priorities and focus as well as elements identified in Phillips’ guidelines, which 
were indicative of a collection development policy.  Initially, gift policies or records 
management documents were considered as acceptable collection development policies 
to get a larger data pool but these were deemed inappropriate because they did not 
represent collecting goals or discuss the necessary items described in Phillips’ (1984) 
guidelines.  Policies that were part of the larger collection development policies of the 
parent institution were included in this study; for example, when the special collections’ 
policies and goals were discussed in the collection development policy of a larger library, 




included when archives were specifically and clearly discussed and identified in the 
larger policy; they were not used when the archive or special collections was only 
casually mentioned. For example, the Ames Public Library has a nine-page online 
collection development policy that governs the library as a whole and the smaller 
collections that are part of the library, including Special Collections.  The portion of the 
policy that discussed Ames’ Special Collections was included in the study even though it 
was part of a policy for the entire library because it included a half-page section 
discussing the collecting priorities and goals of special collections specifically.  Policies 
that just casually mentioned having an archive or special collections were not included 
because it was unclear if the policy governed the archive specifically.   
Description of Data Collection Instruments 
 After identifying the collection development policies they were coded using the 
coding scheme identified in Marshall’s 2002 study.  This scheme was developed using 
Faye Phillips 1984 guidelines for writing an archival collection development policy 
(please see Table 1 for definition of the elements and subcategories).  The quantitative 
content analysis looked at whether or not the categories described in Phillips’ guidelines, 
shown below in Table 2 are present in the online policies.  Phillips’ guidelines were used 
because they are the most extensive guidelines available for archivists creating collection 
development policies; other guidelines exist but most of these expand on Phillips’ initial 
guidelines or cannot be implemented by all archival settings (they are intended for a 
specific type of archive, such as corporate archives).  Unfortunately because of the length 
of this study’s duration and the nature of the assignment as a master’s paper, multiple 




reliability the collection development policies were coded twice and then compared and 
checked to reach within-coder agreement where necessary.   
Table 2: The Quantitative Coding Scheme, using Phillips defined categories and subcategories 
Institution:  
Element Yes or No 
Statement of purpose  
Programs supported   
Research  
Exhibits   
Outreach   
Publications   
Other   
Clientele   
Scholars   
Graduate students   
Undergraduates   
General public   
Other   
Priorities and limitations   
Present strengths  
Present collecting level   
Present weaknesses   
Desired collecting level  
Geographical areas   
Chronological periods  
Subject areas   
Languages   
Forms   
Exclusions  
Cooperative agreements  
Resource sharing policy  
Deaccessioning statement   
Procedures affecting policy   
Monitoring/Revision  
From:  Marshall, J. (2002) Toward common content: an analysis of online college and university collecting 





 While Phillips categories and sub-categories are clearly defined in her 1984 
publication, it was sometimes difficult to fit the actual online collection development 
policies to her identified categories.  It required working closely with Phillips (1984) 
guidelines and rereading them as necessary to make sense of their actual meanings and 
determine exactly which categories were present.  Coding also required some 
interpretation of what Phillips’ actually meant by the element definitions and what the 
policies were actually addressing.  When coding, if a section was clearly labeled (such as 
statement of purpose or clientele), its presence was clear and it was easier to identify.  
Unfortunately, in many instances elements were only casually described or implied.  It 
was much more difficult to identify concepts that were implied but not clearly labeled, 
which was the case for some of the larger categories, “clientele,” “programs supported,” 
and “priorities and limitations.”  Headings or opening descriptive paragraphs for these 
elements were not always present or available; instead the sub-categories assigned to 
these elements were much more prevalent and helped to identify the parent elements.  In 
instances where only subcategories were present the larger parent elements were not 
counted because they were not clearly identified or labeled by a heading or description, 
even though they were defined by their subcategories.  The subcategories were counted 
even when the larger categories or parent elements were not present because they 
explained a great deal about the policy goals and governance. 
The second part of this study involved qualitative content analysis of 
collaborative agreements and resource loan agreements found within the collection 
development policies to get an idea of what the intention of the archivists were towards 




development policies from the sample to create a coding scheme and then apply the 
resulting scheme to the actual sample policies.  Unfortunately, only thirteen policies had 
any mention of cooperative agreements, a very small percentage of the actual sample 
population (3.89 percent).  As a result, I coded and analyzed all of the cooperation 
agreements.  The coding scheme shown in Table 3 below was developed by identifying 
phrases and words that appeared repeatedly in the cooperative agreements. The 
cooperative agreements and resource sharing policies were read through several times to 
identify key terms and phrases that described the intentions of these repositories.   
Table 3: The chart below shows the coding scheme for the available collaborative agreement sections.  
These elements were identified by reading the agreements closely and noting common themes and 





Best Interest of materials 
Best interest of researchers 
Best interest of community 
Best interest of faculty and students 
Cooperative agreements 
Related collections 
Avoid duplication and gaps 
Coordinate efforts 
Prior claim 
Acquisition decisions are shared 
 
Advantages and Disadvantages of Study Method 
 One of the biggest advantages to doing content analysis in this study is there is 
less chance of human interpretation on the side of the data source; in other words, the 
collected data is not from study participants’ understanding of questions or desired 




validity of results is improved because the method does not rely on the interpretation of 
study participants.  However, this method could also be considered a limitation because 
the interpretation of the data is being done by only one individual.  To improve the 
validity and reliability of the coded data, the collection development policies were coded 
twice and then the coding was compared and an agreement was reached between the two 
coding attempts.  Another advantage of working with documents rather than human 
participants is that questions were not written that could sway research results.  The data 
is collected first-hand from the actual documents, rather than from an intermediary 
method.   
One of the biggest disadvantages to this study is that so few collection 
development policies were available online; which limited the sample size and decreased 
the study’s reliability because there were so few instances of a collection development 
policy.  Had there been more collection development policies available online, there 
would be more confidence that the sample represented the entire population.  Marshall’s 
study (2002) of online archival collection development policies only found a total of 
thirty-eight policies online out of more than nine-hundred possible academic archives.  
The current study did see a slight escalation in the availability of collection development 
policies online, compared to Marshall’s study; however, it is unclear what the results of 
this increase were.  Future studies could benefit from looking at all of the 2,531 
repository websites to see how many collection development policies are available 
online; however, because this sample population was randomly assigned it should be 
representative of the larger population.  As discussed earlier, another potential problem of 




from those used in-house to supporting collecting and accessioning.  It is not known 
whether or not this is an actual concern, because a comparison has not been done in the 
past.  Unfortunately, this study was not designed to compare and contrast online and in-
house collection development policies, though it could be a potential future study.   
 Issues of reliability and validity in content analysis depend on the type of content 
being analyzed.  Typically manifest content analysis has a higher reliability rate and a 
lower validity rate, while the opposite is true for latent content.  Both types of content 
were looked at in this study.  For the manifest content, using the coding scheme from 
another study should improve reliability because the scheme has already been tested in a 
similar manner to this study.  For the latent content analysis a small subset of the policies 
were tested and the categories were adjusted accordingly.  The coding scheme was also 
checked throughout the data gathering process.    
Ensuring that the data was trustworthy and reliable, required close work with the 
content and looking back at the coding schemes to make sure that they matched the data; 
the coding scheme was looked at more than one time to ensure that things actually.  This 
study also utilized memoing, or writing down decisions made while coding so that the 
notes could be referred to when questions about decisions arose.  The memoing process 











Figure 1: The graph below represents the percentage of repositories sampled for which one or more 
online collection development policies were identified.   
 
As shown above in Figure 1, of the 334 repositories sampled, I was able to 
identify 44 or 13.17 percent that had collection development policies available online.  
While no specific data was collected about repositories that did not have official 
collection development policies online, it was noted that most repositories had some 
information that suggested the mission or collecting goals of the institution, so website 
users could understand the basic purpose of the institution.  Other materials available 
online did provide information on the repositories’ collecting goals and priorities when 
collection development policies were unavailable or not found.  For example, it was 
noted in a “note” field if repositories had gift policies or records management material 
because it they were initially considered as documents concerning collection 
development.  Later, it was determined that these materials had different goals and 
priorities than collection development policies, so they were not counted in the data.  
However, 41 repositories had written documents, such as retention schedules or records 




goals and priorities of the institution.  It was also noticed but not specifically within the 
scope of the data, that many repositories had basic collection descriptions and mission 
statements that described the repository and its collecting trend or goals but were not 
official collection development or other policies.   
It was difficult to find collection development policies on the repositories’ 
websites because they were not always labeled, were parts of larger institutional policies, 
or websites were not easily searchable.  In many instances collection development or 
acquisition statements were found as part of the repositories’ ‘policy pages’ or 
hyperlinked from collection description pages.  In general the repositories’ websites were 
extremely diverse, ranging from single-page, amateur websites, to extensive, multi-page, 
well-designed websites.  As mentioned in the methods section, several repositories (83 or 
24.85 percent of the sampled repositories) had dead links in the Abraham directory.  In 
these instances a Google search was performed in order to find the repository’s website, 
when available.  Only one of the sampled repositories no longer had an available website, 
which speaks to the relevancy of the directory. 
 The sampled repositories represented 48 of the 50 states, with only New Mexico 
and Arkansas unrepresented.  The most represented states were New York, with 41 
repositories, California with 28 repositories, and Massachusetts with 22 repositories.  A 
few (three) repositories were located in multiple states (two or as many as nine states) 
and one repository was only accessible online.  Figure 2 shows the breakdown of state 






































































































Wyoming Note: No Repositories in Arkansas 
or New Mexico were sampled
Figure 2: (left) 
The graph shows 
the frequency of 
states identified 
in the sample 
population.  Note 















As shown in Table 4, 16 different types of repositories were identified while 
collecting data in this study.  The types were identified by looking at the repositories’ 
websites and defining the functions and major collecting focuses of the repository and its 
parent organization, as well as the topics of the collections held in the repositories. The 
most represented types of repository was the university or college archive or special 
collections with 157 repositories, followed by public library and museum with 50 and 38 
repositories respectively.  The least represented types of repository were Legal, with only 
three repositories followed by education, military and national archive with four, five 





 Table 4: shows the sixteen types of repositories as well as their definitions and frequencies. 
Type Definition Frequency 
Affiliated 
Housed and part of a larger institution but not really 
functioning as an archive of the institution – ex. 
Amistad Research Center 
13 
Art Repositories with a primary focus on research in fine arts 8 
Education 
These were repositories supporting primary and 
secondary schools and school districts.  Including 
records of student grades. 
4 
Genealogy 
Repositories with a main focus on supporting the 
research needs of genealogists and family history 
seekers. 
13 
Historical society Organizations containing documents and records relating to local history or genealogy, tend to be small 30 
Legal Repositories dealing with judicial matters or legal materials.   3 
Medical 
Repositories as part of a medical institution or 
medical school, had collections dealing with medicine 
and medical professionals. 
10 
Military Repositories found in military organizations and schools, such as the air force 5 
Music Repositories focused on music education and research 7 
Museum Repositories found in museums and supporting the exhibits of the museums. 38 
National archive 
Includes repositories that are part of the library of 
congress and the national archives and records 
administration 
5 
National park Repositories found in and supporting the national or state parks 16 
Private 
Private membership, may be open to public but 





Repositories for organizations in support of 




Repositories supported by and part of a public library, 
with public funding and aims at recording the history 
of the public/local history 
50 
Religious 
These repositories had a primary focus on religion, 
varying from Christianity to Judaism and including 
records of Churches and religious groups 
19 
State archive 
Supported and funded by state government and 





Repositories found in institutions of higher learning, 
supporting the educational goals of the institution by 






Figure 3: This graph shows the frequency of repository types, coded according to the repository 
types identified in Table 4. 
 
 While this study only identified 44 repositories with online collection 
development policies, there was a total of 51 available collection development policies as 
three repositories had multiple online collection development policies.  The online 
collection development policies ran the gamut from inclusion of the majority of Phillips’ 
suggested elements and sub-categories to inclusion of only two or three elements.  Some 
policies were extensive, multi-page, well-written policies, describing collecting goals in 
great detail and others were short bulleted lists of collecting goals or paragraph-length 





















policies, such as ‘Priorities and Limitations,’ ‘Clientele’ and ‘Programs Supported.’  
Instead, repositories simply discussed these sections and covered the different sub-
categories that were identified and promoted by Phillips.  In other words, repositories 
discussed the clientele their collections were designed for, such as students or scholars 
without clearly labeling the section of the policy as ‘Clientele,’ which is why sub-
categories appear to be covered more so than some of the larger categories..  None of 
Phillips’ purposed elements were included in all of the collection development policies 
across the board; the most covered element was the sub-category ‘Subject Areas,’ which 
was included in 96.08 percent of the policies.  The majority of repositories included at 
least a cursory discussion of its Mission or Statement of Purpose (84.31 percent of 
policies included a Statement of Purpose) as well as descriptions of their collecting 
subject areas, geographic areas and formats (96.08 percent, 76.47 percent, and 94.12 





Table 5: The chart below shows the results of coding the available collection development policies 
using the elements identified in Phillip’s 1984 publication.  There were a total of 51 Collection 
Development policies at 44 different repositories, 3 had multiple policies. 
  
 
ELEMENT TOTALS PERCENTAGE 
   
Statement of purpose 43 84.31% 
Programs supported  2 3.92% 
Research 30 58.82% 
Exhibits  8 15.69% 
Outreach  5 9.80% 
Publications  5 9.80% 
Other  15 29.41% 
Clientele  5 9.80% 
Scholars  13 25.49% 
Graduate students  17 33.33% 
Undergraduates  17 33.33% 
General public  10 19.61% 
Other  19 37.25% 
Priorities and limitations  1 1.96% 
Present strengths 11 21.57% 
Present collecting level  17 33.33% 
Present weaknesses  5 9.80% 
Desired collecting level 29 56.86% 
Geographical areas  39 76.47% 
Chronological periods 19 37.25% 
Subject areas  49 96.08% 
Languages  10 19.61% 
Forms  48 94.12% 
Exclusions 24 47.06% 
Cooperative agreements 13 25.49% 
Resource sharing policy 8 15.69% 
Deaccessioning statement  17 33.33% 
Procedures affecting policy  24 47.06% 
Monitoring/Revision 8 15.69% 




 Only eight and thirteen repositories with collection development policies had 
resource sharing policies or cooperative agreements as part of their collection 
development policies.  One additional repository that did not have a collection 
development policy included a good description of collaborative goals in its mission 
statement; this repository was included in the discussion of cooperative agreements 
because the collaborative statement was so well-written.  Including this one additional 
collaborative statement brings the total to fourteen agreements.  Resource sharing policies 
and cooperative agreements were analyzed, using qualitative content analysis techniques, 
to get an understanding of repositories’ collaborative activities and feelings towards 
collaboration.  Two types of cooperative agreements were discovered in these policies: 
those suggesting other resources or repositories with similar types of information and 
collections and those discussing collaboration with other organizations outside of the 
parent institution.  Some larger cooperative agreements included a discussion of both 
types of statements: collaborative collecting and related repositories and resources.  Of 
the fourteen collaborative agreements, five (35.71 percent) included discussions of 
related repositories with similar collecting goals and interests.  Eleven repositories (78.57 
percent) included discussions of collaborative agreements with other repositories or at 





Table 6: This chart represents the coding elements identified for cooperative agreement sections 
found in the collection development policies.  These elements were identified by reading through 
available agreements and noting common themes and phrases across the fourteen agreements.  Out 
of the 334 repositories sampled 14 had collaborative agreement statements or discussions of 
cooperation and/or collaboration. 
Element Totals 
Appropriate repository 5 
Greater good 1 
Overlapping areas 5 
Best Interest of materials 2 
Best interest of researchers 1 
Best interest of community 4 
Best interest of faculty and students 1 
Cooperative agreements 6 
Related collections 5 
Avoid duplication and gaps 1 
Coordinate efforts 2 
Prior claim 3 
Acquisition decisions are shared 1 
 
Many statements seemed very similar, with analogous verbiage and phrases, 
suggesting that the repositories used guidelines of some sort or looked at examples when 
writing their own policies. The coding scheme (please see Tables 3 and 6) for the 
cooperative agreement statements was developed through close work with the actual 
documents.  The following categories were identified as common themes in each of the 
cooperative agreements: appropriate repository, greater good, overlapping areas, best 
interest of materials, best interest of researchers, best interest of community, best interest 
of faculty and students, cooperative agreements, related collections, avoid duplication 
and gaps, coordinate efforts, prior claim and acquisition decisions are shared.  These 
categories were culled through looking at the policies and identifying similar statements 
and ideas across the policies.  The most common themes across collaborative agreements 




best interest, rather than separate categories for each of the four areas where best interests 
are identified.  The concept of ‘best interest’ means to take into consideration what the 
most appropriate action to take would be considering the materials, the researchers, the 
‘scholarly’ community and faculty and students.  Questions regarding best interest 
include: Where would the materials be most appropriate?  And how would they best 
serve the individuals who would be using them?  Many of the cooperative agreements 
included discussions of at least one of these areas and some discussed multiple areas of 
best interest; in other words the best interest of the materials and a user group.   
Finally, 8 of the 51 collection development policies had discussions of resource 
sharing policies.  These policies defined terms for loaning resources to and borrowing 
resources from other institutions.  The resource sharing policies were looked at because 
loaning and borrowing was considered a form of collaboration between repositories by 
Phillips (1984).  Those repositories that included resource sharing policies recognized the 
need to loan and borrow items to augment their own resources for educational needs and 
exhibitions.  These policies defined what institutions were acceptable to loan to and how 
these loans would occur; in all instances loans were only made to legitimate institutions, 
such as libraries, archives or museums.  Most of the policies were relatively short stating 
that loans could occur between institutions for educational or exhibition purposes.  Only 
one of the eight included in depth discussion of loan and borrowing terms and agreements 
as well as information on how the items would be transferred and the legal ramifications 





 While not conclusive, the small numbers of available online collection 
development policies (44 repositories with a total of 51 polices out of 334 sampled 
repositories) suggests several things.  It could mean that repositories’ collection 
development policies are deemed private and not meant for the general public to read or 
use, explaining their inaccessibility online.  Additionally, the available online policies 
could also differ from those used by the archivists, librarians, and curators in house, so 
conclusive statements cannot truly be made about the collecting or collaborating trends of 
the repositories based simply off of online policies.  An interesting study for the future 
could be comparing available online policies with those used in house to see if there is a 
difference between the public face of a repository and what is used behind the scenes to 
make administrative decisions.   
The data gathered from the quantitative content analysis suggests that the online 
collection development policies were not written exclusively using Phillips’ (1984) 
guidelines, as only 13 policies (25.49 percent) included half (13) or more of the 26 
suggested elements, none of the policies included all elements and only 2 policies had 75 
percent (19.5) of the elements.  The disparity between the different types of repositories 
and the differences in the available collection development policies could help to explain 
these results.  As Phillips’ guidelines were written primarily for archival repositories and 
the repositories sampled included museums, public libraries, as well as private and 
professional organizations to name a few.  These types of repositories have their own 
separate professional literature and may have used different guidelines to write their 
collection development policies.  In addition, there are other, more recent, guidelines 




and even probable that archivist are using other guidelines, or examples of well-written 
policies, or even a combination of guidelines and other policy examples when writing 
policies.  A future study of archivists, librarians and curators could determine the motives 
and methods for writing collection development policies and present more solid evidence 
of influential pieces of literature about collection development in the various types of 
repositories. This study’s focus on multiple different types of repositories resulted in a 
wide variety of policy examples and content, which is not an problem but simply 
suggests that guidelines besides Phillips’ are being used.  Finally, as mentioned 
previously, the collection development policies available online run the gamut from 
extensive, clearly written polices to brief, vague policies; thus further limiting 
comparison between policies and the amount of information that can be gleaned from 
them.  Put simply, the policies were so different and included such a variety of 
information and concepts that it is difficult to use the data gathered through coding to 
make generalizations about them. 
Since this study was closely related to Marshall’s 2002 study of online collection 
development policies and even used Marshall’s coding scheme to collect data, a brief 
discussion and comparison of the results from her study and the results of this one 
seemed important.  Marshall’s study (see Appendix A for a breakdown of Marshall’s 
study results) looked at 983 university and college archival repositories, of which 884 had 
available websites and 38 had collecting policies (Marshall, 2002, p. 243-242).  As 
described above, this study looked at a smaller sample of repositories but included 
different types of repositories in addition to university and college archival repositories 




types of these repositories varied and included more than just university and college 
archives, so in some ways it is hard to compare the results of the two studies since they 
looked at different things.  Another potential reason for the difference in number of 
available online policies from Marshall’s study to this one is that nearly ten years have 
passed since Marshall’s original study and the availability of repository websites may 
have increased due to the advances in technology and influence of the internet.  Finally, 
there could be differences in Marshall’s definition and this study’s definitions of 
collecting policies.  For example, this study was fairly lenient on what would be 
considered a collection development policy, including larger library or institutional 
policies as well as short paragraph long collecting scopes.  Despite this difference in 
practice, there is not a huge difference between the number of policies found in 
Marshall’s study and the number discovered in this study. 
There are some definite disparities between this study and Marshall’s, please see 
Table 7 below for a comparative breakdown between this study and Marshall’s study 
results.  The most obvious differences being the priorities and limitations, programs 
supported, clientele, and desired collecting level elements.  This is probably the results of 
different coding methods as this study only counted the presence of priorities and 
limitations, programs supported, and clientele if the sections were clearly labeled, while 
Marshall may have counted these elements when they were hinted at or discussed 
casually.  Generally, the results of Marshall’s and this study are very similar in regards to 
resulting data of Phillip’s elements in the collection development policies.  It would be 
interesting to see how similar the two studies would be if all the repositories in the online 




of the repositories, as Marshall’s study looked at all the repositories rather than a sample 





Table 7: The chart below shows a comparative breakdown of the quantitative results from this study 
and those of Marshall’s 2002 study of collection development policies. 




Statement of purpose 43 84.31% 30 78.95% 
Programs supported  2 3.92% 27 71.05% 
Research 30 58.82% 24 63.16% 
Exhibits  8 15.69% 3 7.89% 
Outreach  5 9.80% 3 7.89% 
Publications  5 9.80% 1 2.63% 
Other  15 29.41% 13 34.21% 
Clientele  5 9.80% 28 73.68% 
Scholars  13 25.49% 23 60.53% 
Graduate students  17 33.33% 21 55.26% 
Undergraduates  17 33.33% 20 52.63% 
General public  10 19.61% 18 47.37% 
Other  19 37.25% 13 34.21% 
Priorities and limitations  1 1.96% 38 100% 
Present strengths 11 21.57% 13 34.21% 
Present collecting level  17 33.33% 5 13.16% 
Present weaknesses  5 9.80% 2 5.26% 
Desired collecting level 29 56.86% 7 18.42% 
Geographical areas  39 76.47% 25 65.79% 
Chronological periods 19 37.25% 15 39.47% 
Subject areas  49 96.08% 35 92.11% 
Languages  10 19.61% 11 28.95% 
Forms  48 94.12% 30 78.95% 
Exclusions 24 47.06% 8 21.05% 
Cooperative agreements 13 25.49% 13 34.21% 
Resource sharing policy 8 15.69% 3 7.89% 
Deaccessioning 
statement  
17 33.33% 11 28.95% 
Procedures affecting 
policy  
24 47.06% 14 36.84% 
Monitoring/Revision 8 15.69% 5 13.16% 




As the data suggests, repositories tended to focus more of their attention on 
mission statements and collecting trends and priorities than on many of the other Phillips’ 
elements. Elements, such as Cooperative Agreements and Resource Sharing Policies 
were among the most neglected; a small percentage of repositories (please see Table 5) 
included sections in their policies discussing how collection development would be 
influenced by these elements.  This suggests several things about collection development 
and collaboration, the most drastic being that collaboration was not important to or not 
occurring within repositories.  This argument is extreme because the lack of collaborative 
agreements or resource sharing policies in collection development policies could be the 
result of many, different circumstances.  For one thing, if in fact archivists, librarians, and 
curators are using policy guidelines or examples besides Phillips, which is also suggested 
by the data, collaboration with the aim of limiting competition may not be addressed or 
not encouraged by these guidelines, so policies using these guidelines would not include 
this type of discussion.  
It is somewhat alarming that so few repositories discussed collaboration as part of 
collection development.  Those policies that included discussions of collaboration were 
also fairly vague in their descriptions of how they would pursue collaboration and what it 
would achieve within the repositories.  Instead, policies tended to describe the 
collaboration agreements as looking to find the ‘appropriate repository’ for the item(s) or 
looking out for the ‘best interest’ or ‘greater good’ of items, researchers, the community, 
faculty or students.  In general policies, failed to truly define or give examples of how 
ideals might be practically applied or what the advantages to the materials, repositories or 




to more appropriate repositories are vague phrases that say very little about the actual 
collaborative goals of the repository.  In other words, the agreements are theoretical in 
nature because very few (four of the thirteen available collaborative agreements) of the 
repositories actually gave specific examples of their collaborative agreements with other, 
specific institutions and how these policies effected their own collecting goals.  Other 
repositories (five of the thirteen) did include discussions of organizations with similar 
collecting goals, which seemed beneficial for any researchers or users looking for 
repositories with specific focuses; however, these discussions did not include how 
collaboration minimized competition for materials between these repositories.  Again, 
vague expressions such as ‘prior claim’ will be honored, or ensure that items go to the 
‘appropriate repository’ in the ‘best interest’ of items and users described how 
competition would be minimized or eliminated.  Unfortunately, these expressions do not 
truly identify how decisions would be made on what was in the best interest of the 
materials or users or what made one repository more appropriate than another.  There was 
little to no discussion of how the repositories would work together to decide where the 
items should go, when multiple repositories were in contention for unique and valuable 
items or collections.  A potential reason for neglecting these types of discussions is they 
were deemed to fall outside of the collection development policy’s scope.  Perhaps, 
archivists, librarians, and curators felt that a simple collaborative agreement was 
sufficient enough in a policy that was mostly meant to guide collecting.  In other words, 
policy creators’ might have felt that long discussions of collaboration were inappropriate 
in a document that was created for a different and distinct purpose, that of collecting not 




exist outside of the collection development policies available online.  Further studies in 
this area, especially with the advances in technology and the growth of the internet could 
be more telling of the collaborative practices among repositories. 
Other instances hinted that collaborative agreements were only sought if and 
when they further advanced the mission of the repository, which is understandable, as it 
would be unlikely for repositories to enter into collaborative agreements that would not 
somehow benefit its organization.  While understandable that repositories would only 
seek involvement in agreements that would help rather than harm their own institutions, 
expressions such as “[repository name] pursues alliances and opportunities for 
collaboration with individuals and organizations that advance its mission,” suggest that 
the repository is only interested in its own mission and not fully on collaboration.  
Focusing singly on the repository’s interest is somewhat dangerous because as archivists 
and librarians the protection of materials and our users’ needs should take priority over 
the repository.  While it is a big step to think that this particular repository is only 
interested in furthering its own mission when entering collaborative agreements, 
expressions such as these are dangerous because they fail to consider he advantages to the 
materials and users when competition is reduced and collaboration is advocated. 
In general, the small amount of data that was collected regarding collaboration in 
collection development policies suggests but is not conclusive that collaboration is not a 
major concern for policy creators.  This does not mean that collaboration is not a concern 
for repositories at all as this data is far from conclusive.  What this study has shown, is 
that the sample population had few available online collection development policies.  The 




few had even half of the suggested elements.  As for the discussions of collaboration, 
they were also limited and explained very little about actual collaboration between 
repositories.   
Ethical Issues  
 While this study did not working with human participants there are still some 
ethical concerns.  For example, the documents considered were created for a specific 
purpose in each of the repositories and were not necessarily meant to be studied; 
therefore, looking at these policies outside the context of the organization may influence 
the results.  While the policies are being retrieved from a public location (the Internet) 
and are freely accessible, the intention of the creators was probably not to have these 
policies so closely scrutinized.  In order to protect the organizations, the names of the 
individual institutions are not reported in this study’s findings.  The goal of this study was 
not to place any individual archive in a negative light. 
Conclusions and Future Studies 
The goal of the study was to uncover what online collection development policies 
contain and whether or not archival repositories consider collaboration in their written 
collection development policies.  While far from conclusive, this study has presented 
some evidence of the contents of online archival collection development policies.  
Unfortunately, only 51 online policies at 44 repositories were identified in this study, so it 
is hard to be sure that the findings extend to the larger population of archival repositories. 
Beginning the study, it was expected that in the years since Marshall’s similar 2002 
study, more policies would have been online, while it is possible that some policies were 




more numerous.  However, the evidence does provide some evidence of what archival 
policies contain even though they differed greatly in content and length.  Much of what 
has been learned from this study has been done so with qualifications.  The policies 
looked at were online and may or may not match the actual collecting goals of the 
repository.  The findings because they are so varied and inconclusive, have also 
suggested that collection development policies are written using a myriad of sources and 
motivations, not just one popular or important set of guidelines and future studies on 
archival incentives for writing policies could be beneficial.   
An important part of this study was to identify if collaboration is a concern 
expressed in collection development policies of archives.  Very few discussions of 
collaboration were discovered in the online policies, which could indicate that archives 
are not considering collaboration as part of collection development.  Collaborative or 
cooperative agreements for archival repositories might fall outside of the scope of 
collection development and instead be stand alone policies governing collaboration.  
Future studies should look further into collaboration and cooperation between archives to 
determine the level of commitment that archival repositories have for these goals. 
The findings of this study are far from conclusive, except to show that more 
studies need to be performed on archival collection development policies and 
collaboration policies to understand how they are used in archives.  Because of the 
limited number of policies available online, future studies should look beyond online 
polices to the policies found within archives. A study, comparing and contrasting 
available online collection development policies with the private policies used inside the 




accessible and what is used privately.  A study of archivists’ intentions and experiences 
when writing collection development policies could also be useful in understanding the 
function of collection development policies, especially if multiple archives are studied 
with different collection focuses.  All in all, it is necessary and important to look further 
at collection development in archives to determine the current state of affairs.  It is hoped 
that this study has added to the archival literature about collection development policy 
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This chart shows the quantitative results from Jennifer Marshall’s 2002 study of online 
collection development policies. 
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